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Divergence of views on the degree to which CPAs
should be involved with computers noted among
speakers, legal pitfalls outlined at the—

NINTH ANNUAL AICPA
COMPUTER CONFERENCE
by Louise H. Dratler
Associate Editor

that “a foolish con
sistency is the hobgoblin of little
minds,” then we can safely say
there were no such specters bother
ing the Ninth Annual AICPA Con
ference on Computers and Infor
mation Systems. Maybe the ghost
of Equity Funding was in the air,
but unanimity of opinion was defi
nitely not one of this conference’s
problems.
The two-and-a-half day compu
ter conference was held this year
in the New York Waldorf Astoria,
May 21-23. Generalizing from the
many practical topics covered, the
conference seemed to be an at
tempt to determine what part the
accountant should play in an en
vironment that is increasingly be
ing linked to computers. And just
how should he prepare for that
role? It’s little wonder that consist
ent hobgoblins were nowhere to
be found.
f we agree

I
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Wallace E. Olson, AICPA execu
tive vice president, said in his key
note address, “the computer has
immense relevance to the profes
sion, and every CPA should have,
at the very least, a nodding ac
quaintance with its capabilities
and operation. My intent is simply
to outline a perception of the com
puter according to what I believe
is a proper perspective from the
standpoint of our profession. ... In
my opinion, it begins with a reali
zation that not all practitioners, by
a long shot, are going to become
highly skilled hands-on experts in
computer operation. It follows that
the activities of the Institute con
cerning computers should not in
clude direct or implicit urging of
all members to such attainment.”
First, Mr. Olson suggested, the
AICPA should identify a combina
tion of hardware and software that
would enable CPAs in smaller firms

to apply data processing to various
facets of their practice with a mini
mal amount of training. Mr. Olson
urged the Institute to better de
velop its software exchange pro
gram, for the benefit of both small
and large CPA firms.
In addition to these tasks, Mr.
Olson recommended that the
AICPA expand its efforts to pro
vide computer training.
The Equity Funding case was
mentioned many times during the
conference, and the AICPA vice
president anticipated it would be.
“Any presentation billed as a ‘key
note address’ at a conference like
this one would surely be incom
plete if it did not note that the
Equity Funding affair has caused
computerized accounting data to
be conspicuously mentioned in the
press from one end of the country
to the other in the past few weeks,’
Mr. Olson said.
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He reminded the CPAs that on
May 7 the Institute’s president had
appointed a committee to examine
whether the Equity Funding case
indicates a need for new or revised
auditing procedures. Mr. Olson
cautioned that before procedures
can be strengthened, weaknesses
have to be identified.
“There’s no use in devising a
better defense against a play over
right guard (if you’ll permit a
football metaphor) if a rerun of
the film shows that the greatest
loss of yardage resulted from plays
around left end,” he said.
“In any event, and even if Equity
Funding hadn’t occurred, it’s plain
that independent auditors must be
able to effectively audit computer
processed accounting data,” Mr.
Olson observed.
A. Clarence Sampson, Jr., the
associate chief accountant of the
Securities and Exchange Commis
sion, said that his organization
agrees with Mr. Olson that CPAs
should be able to effectively audit
computerized data. In fact, he
said, Equity Funding pointed out
that CPAs “have to be experts in
EDP” as it affects auditing and
recordkeeping.
Mr. Sampson said that the SEC
has always viewed management
advisory services as logical exten
sions of auditing services. Program
design is part of MAS, but once
the CPA moves into recordkeep
ing, the Commission sees some in
dependence problems. If the ac
countant is only doing statistical
analysis, there is no problem, Mr.
Sampson said. However, “when
you are generating information
that goes into the financial state
ment, the Commission has long felt
that this puts you in a position
where you could not be independ
ent in respect to auditing,” he told
the CPAs. The accountant cannot
audit books and records which he
has maintained for his client.
Mr. Sampson referred to the
guidelines for auditor independ
ence set down by the SEC in Ac
counting Series Release No. 126,
issued July 5, 1972. In it, the Com
mission states that managerial and
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decision-making functions are the
responsibility of the client and not
of the independent accountant. The
auditor cannot be the de facto con
troller of a company, Mr. Sampson
explained. When a company goes
public it must either get financial
experts of its own or go to another
outside auditing firm, he said. The
auditor must decide whether he is
a public controller or an independ
ent auditor, but he can’t be both,
the SEC accountant said.
He pointed out some other busi
ness relationships that adversely
affect the CPA’s audit indepen
dence include an accounting firm’s
renting block time on its computer
to a client and the performance of
statistical studies that become part
of the basic accounting records.
“While we may have differing
views, I don’t think any of us
would question for a moment how
important the concept of inde
pendence really is to the account
ing profession,” said Clifford E.
Graese, partner in charge of man
agement consulting at Peat, Mar
wick, Mitchell & Co. “And while
we may see different roads to get
ting there, certainly there is no dif
ference in wanting to get to the
end objective: to come up with
something that is both practical
and reasonable and does the job as
far as the profession is concerned.”
He commented, “It is quite easy
for critics to say that of course you
can’t be independent if you design
your client’s accounting system.
Obviously, you are not totally in
dependent if you had something
to do with it. But the more ger
mane question is how, in fact,
does it affect your integrity and
objectivity when you express an
opinion on the financial statements.
That’s the gut issue.”
Independence is a relative,
rather than an absolute, term, Mr.
Graese stated. For instance, he
said it is difficult for him to see
how designing an office or a plant
layout for a client is going to af
fect the auditor’s integrity or ob
jectivity when he reviews the
financial statement.
Mr. Graese quoted from the

AICPA’s Ethics Opinion No. 22
and Rule 101-3 in the restated
Code of Professional Ethics. He
said that it is the intention of the
Code, “That the concept of inde
pendence should not be inter
preted so loosely as to permit situ
ations likely to impair the CPA’s
integrity or the impartiality of his
judgment, nor so strictly that it
inhibits the rendering of useful
services when the likelihood of
such impairment is remote.”
Jerome Farmer, partner, J. K.
Lasser & Co., observed that the
only abiding issue of differing
opinion between the AICPA and
the SEC is in the area of writeup
work and recordkeeping and the
independence of the CPA who of
fers these services to his client. He
called this divergence of views
“disturbing.”
Writeup constraint dates back to
the Interstate Hosiery Mills, Inc.,
case of 1939,
*
Mr. Farmer said.
But that was almost 35 years ago,
he exclaimed, and the profession
and its practitioners have changed
substantially since then. “It’s about
time we lived in the present and
future and not in the past,” he
commented.
“The use of the computer in the
accounting practice has somehow
come to be considered an out
growth of writeup work and, ac
cordingly, is measured by the cri
teria evolving from the Interstate
Hosiery case. This analogy is diffi
cult to accept for those of us who
have a background in data proc
essing and also have an awareness
of the methodology and controls
that normally exist in such an en
vironment,” Mr. Farmer said.
Rule making will not create in
tegrity, he maintained, and the in* “In this case a senior accountant em
ployed by an accounting firm falsified
draft reports and working papers sub
mitted to his superiors as the result of
examinations of a client corporation of
which he was in charge. The falsifica
tions resulted in material overstatements
of assets and profits in the published fi
nancial statements of the client company
bearing the certificate of the accounting
firm”—Editorial, The Journal of Account
ancy, May, 1939, p. 257.
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Writeup constraints date back almost 35 years; they
shouldn't be taken as a guide today, Jerome Farmer said.

dividual who is dedicated to per
petrating a fraud will always find
a way to do it.
“What troubles me most is that
the extension of the writeup con
cept to the CPA’s use of data proc
essing capability has raised a false
issue which has inevitably led to
an unfortunate conclusion. The
logic which pursues a simple line
of reasoning and relates manual
entries and books of accounts to
preparation of input data into com
puter systems is merely an attempt
to bury an issue rather than face
it. Whereas manual entries require
decision making by the writer or
preparer, a proper EDP system is
exactly the opposite: It is totally
mechanical, subject to many inter
nal controls and checks, and, in
many circumstances, beyond oper
ator control,” Mr. Farmer stated.
He noted that in many cases the
computer center is separated from
the audit group. In fact, the com
puter allows the auditor to be com
pletely independent from report
preparation.
“We must accept the fact that
the CPA belongs in data process
ing. . . . Yet by adhering to ASR
126, the SEC is slowly forcing
many CPAs to disassociate them
selves from this vital tool,” Mr.
Farmer warned. “In a period when
there is concern with the displace
ment of CPA firms, we find that
the policy of the SEC must, in
evitably, encourage such displace
ment.” He called on the AICPA
and the SEC to dissolve these dif
ferences.
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One area in which the AICPA
and the SEC have recently come
to agreement is on the issue of
profit forecasts, Leroy Layton,
AICPA president, reported to the
conference. “The SEC, after many
years of forbidding profit forecasts,
recently announced that it was
considering not only authorizing
but actually requiring them. The
Institute sent representatives to the
hearings and recommended a goslow policy suggesting that if fore
casts were to be tried, the liability
provisions of the securities statutes
should be changed to limit liability
for forecasts to instances of reck
lessness or bad faith; also that, for
the present, forecasts be permitted
and even encouraged but not re
quired. The SEC has indicated that
it will move in the earnings fore
casts area more or less along the
lines we suggested.”
President Layton used this inci
dent as an example of why CPAs
should be continuing their profes
sional education. In the case of
forecasting, a reliance on data
processing is essential.
“Now, we are all aware of the
great many factors that can affect
future profits,” the AICPA presi
dent said. “So many elements are
involved that I can’t conceive of
anyone making a reasonable fore
cast on a timely basis without re
lying on electronic data process
ing. So that is one area on which
EDP specialists will surely want to
keep an eye.”
The computer is an essential tool
for CPAs involved in environ

mental protection engagements
and social audits as well, he ob
served.
“Developments crowd in so fast
that it becomes essential, if we are
to do our job well, that we antici
pate them; that we decide where
we want to be and plan how to get
there; that we take the steps nec
essary to avoid unpleasant sur
prises,” Mr. Layton said.
In the age of the computer, the
accountant needs different knowl
edge to testify to an audit, Stephen
D. Harlan, Jr., Peat, Marwick,
Mitchell & Co., reminded the con
ference. He said that his firm has
committed itself to doubling the
number of its computer auditors
this year.
Private industry has also realized
the worth of auditors trained in
EDP for their company staffs. Wil
liam E. Perry, supervisor of com
puter auditing for Eastman Kodak
Company, compared the role of
the external auditors in EDP to a
ham and egg breakfast: “the hen
is involved, but the pig is com
mitted. The external auditor is in
volved in EDP, but the internal
auditor is committed to it,” he
quipped.
“The type of individual whom in
internal auditing we see as im
portant is one who is basically a
data processing trained individual.
This is more important, in my esti
mation, than the accounting back
ground, although, staff size permit
ting, the ideal is a team composed
of both backgrounds. We feel we
can better train data processing
people in auditing than vice versa,”
he said.
Eastman Kodak is looking for
people who can be involved in sys
tems analysis work, as opposed to
skimming and just trying to take
the top off the surface, Mr. Perry
explained. He said the bulk of his
staff’s time is spent on systems de
velopment rather than auditing.
IBM has stated systems now have
a life cycle of from three to five
years, including development time,
and, Mr. Perry believes, this span
is getting shorter.
Because the internal auditor has
Management Adviser

Eastman Kodak's Perry compared external and internal auditors in EDP to a ham and egg
breakfast: "the hen (outside auditor) is involved but the pig (internal auditor) is committed."

a chance to “live with” a system,
he can build in control techniques
based on subtleties, Mr. Perry
maintains. One control technique
used at Kodak is the heavy involve
ment of user departments during
the system development stage; so
that the user department and the
data processing department are
equally knowledgeable about pro
grams. Mr. Perry said, “At Kodak,
we consider the user responsible
for the system and our data proc
essing people act as a service bu
reau providing a function for the
user.”
To check external controls at
Kodak, an integrated test facility,
also called a mini-company tech
nique, has been implemented (see
The Journal of Accountancy, Feb
ruary, 1973, page 74). The internal
auditors have set themselves up as
a color print and processing dealer
of Eastman Kodak Company.
“We process transactions like a
dealer of the company would; we
act completely like a dealer; the
difference is we are very small dol
larwise,” Mr. Perry explained.
“We actually process work
through our labs; we get billed for
it; and we choose to pay or not
pay our bills depending on the
particular thing we want to check
that time. We let our credit people
call us up and tell us that we’re
delinquent and through this tech
nique we can check the external
controls around the computer sys
tem,” he said.
“It permits you, with very little
time and money, to verify the ex
ternal ramifications of the system,
September-October, 1973

check system through system (as
a document, for example, goes
through the billing system, inven
tory, receivables, and cash) and
attest to them, and it also enables
you to attest to the cumulation of
statistics over a monthly, quarterly,
or semi-annual record period. So
that when the annual statement is
put out on the dealerships, we can
test very quickly if our sample
dealership is working,” the CPA
said. He encouraged all companies
to get their internal auditors in
volved in EDP.
“All of you know that one of the
essential tools of management,
complementing all other elements
of management control, is the in
ternal audit function,” Joseph Di
Giorgio of the United States Gen
eral Accounting Office told the
conference. “This is also recog
nized in Government. For many
years much emphasis has been
placed on the importance of strong
internal audit systems. Now the
scope of internal audit coverage is
expected to be expanded to in
clude reviews and evaluation of all
agency computer systems, to pro
vide necessary controls over com
puter operations.”
With all these segments of so
ciety asking for auditors trained for
an EDP environment, are the col
leges answering the call? Yes, but
slowly, reported Dr. Gordon B.
Davis of the University of Minne
sota. Training the necessary pro
fessors takes from two to four years
and then adding an EDP auditing
course into what is essentially a
closed accounting curriculum in

most schools presents another
problem. If something is added,
something else has to be dropped,
and it is always a question of
whose topic goes, the educator
said.
Eighty per cent of the auditing
textbook market is held by three
books, Dr. Davis said. Principles of
Auditing, by Walter B. Meigs,
E. John Larsen, and Robert F.
Meigs, published by Irwin, de
votes 44 pages to EDP auditing;
Auditing Principles and Procedure
by Arthur W. Holmes and Wayne
S. Overmyer, published by Irwin,
covers the subject in 18 pages; and
Auditing Principles by Howard F.
Stettler, Prentice-Hall, gives it 16
pages. “If the second most widely
used text only has 18 pages on EDP
auditing, something is wrong,” Pro
fessor Davis said. He believes the
accounting curriculum will be en
hanced, but change is coming
gradually.
The entire computer conference
was not devoted to auditing: There
were roundtable discussions cov
ering income tax preparation, mini
computers, time sharing, service
center operation, management in
formation systems, and use of
audit software; Informal evening
sessions were held for CPAs con
sidering EDP activities, as well as
for those currently involved in
them; Seventeen suppliers gave
presentations on their hardware,
software, and service offerings;
And among the topics discussed at
the parallel sessions were manag
ing a CPA practice using comput
ers, financial simulation and mod
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eling, minicomputers and the CPA,
and time sharing for expert users.
One of the parallel sessions, “As
sisting Your Client in Installing an
EDP System,” was conducted by
the jovial team of Barry R. Chai
ken, director of finance, Madison
Township, N.J., and Stanley Hal
per, S. D. Leidesdorf & Co. The
two decided to cover their topic
via role playing. Mr. Chaiken por
trayed a typical client, i.e., an au
tomotive parts manufacturer who
wants to install a computer because
others in his industry have one,
as he has found out over drinks at
a convention. “I’m a leader in my
field and I want one,” he tells his
CPA, played by Mr. Halper.
The CPA must first determine if
this request is “for real,” Mr. Hal
per said. Has the client been un
duly influenced by information
heard on the golf course or from a
computer salesman? Hopefully the
accountant is familiar with his cli
ent’s operations and has discussed
possible automation with him be
fore, the CPA said. If not, the ac
countant must go over with his
client what his staff is doing man
ually, how many people it occu
pies, and why he is not satisfied
with the present arrangements. Also
the accountant must find out how
the client expects the computerized
system to benefit his operation.
“Well this fellow told me he is
doing forecasting through expo
nential smoothing. I want to do
that,” Mr. Chaiken declared.
“The first thing you have to do
is bring this fellow down to earth,”
Mr. Halper told the audience. You

have to find out what his primary
and secondary requirements are,
because, if you agree with him
blindly, he may end up with a
much more expensive system than
is warranted. Perhaps, in this case,
inventory and receivables, day to
day bookkeeping, should be auto
mated and then once a month in
formation could be taken out and
run on a larger computer to give
the client the forecasting he thinks
he wants, the CPA advised.
Then you generally design the
system to fill the client’s needs,
after having discussed these needs
not only with him but with the
people who are actually working
with the procedures to be auto
mated, Mr. Halper explained. The
next step is ascertaining priorities;
which system, generally, has to be
completed on a first level, second
level, and third level.
“I agree with your suggested
system,” Mr. Chaiken said. “Now I
want the computer in my plant
and running in a month.”
Again, Mr. Halper said, the cli
ent has to be brought back to
earth. Although many people are
enamored with having a computer
in-house, and this can mean more
fees for the CPA over the next 17
years or so, the CPA must be hon
est with his client and see if an
in-house computer is the answer.
“In most medium and small in
stallations, the justification for an
in-house computer is basically non
existent,” Mr. Halper said. “If that
computer is going to come in and
run for an hour and a half a day,
you may have a problem justifying

this later on.” Existing software
packages available at service cen
ters should be considered in light
of your client’s requirements, he
suggested.
If an in-house computer is de
cided upon and there are no ex
isting packages that fulfill the cli
ent’s needs, then who is going to
write the system, detail design it,
program it, and make it opera
tional? The CPA, a vendor, or
someone else? Detail system spe
cifications usually go out for bids.
Included in these specifications
should be language, level of docu
mentation, file handling tech
niques, etc., Mr. Halper advised.
Often the vendor promises to do
the software for next to nothing,
but it is important to determine
what kind of support he is willing
to give. Mr. Halper said at this
level he would prefer dealing with
a company like Burroughs rather
than with IBM. Contracting must
include delivery date for the soft
ware so that it arrives and is ready
to run when the hardware is there.
Meanwhile, back at the plant,
people have to be hired and
trained to work with the new sys
tem, a parallel period has to be
run, and a conversion made, and
the client usually underestimates
these tasks, especially the conver
sion, Mr. Halper observed. “With
in the conversion level it is very
important to detail design specifi
cally and to properly set up a
stringent timetable for it.” Ven
dors often underestimate this time
period. He suggested that quasi
parallel processing be done to see

An EDP course added to an accounting school curriculum usually
means some other course has to be dropped, said Dr. Gordon Davis.
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if the system is operational before
the hardware actually enters the
shop. This could be done by leas
ing an outside computer for a
month.
“You are not dealing in a profes
sional environment when you are
installing an EDP system,” Mr.
Halper warned the CPAs. Although
accountants’ professional fees may
be $45 to $60 an hour, in imple
menting a system the practitioner
is working in a competitive data
processing environment where the
going rate is about $30 an hour.
Also, if the CPA does go in for im
plementation, he should be sure
that if the client decides to make
changes in the system he has those
changes in writing with estimated
prices, so that there will be no
problems when the final bill is
presented.
For accountants who are not
doing consulting on EDP sys
tems, but are in need of consulta
tion themselves, another parallel
discussion, “Time Sharing—Session
for Beginners,” was being con
ducted by Burton J. Cohen, Touche
Ross & Co. The advantages of time
sharing that he cited were: the
user pays for only what he needs;
it is easily used by people not
trained in EDP; it offers fast turn
around, with no waiting for a serv
ice bureau or an in-house depart
ment; man/machine interaction is
possible so that the results of Step
One can determine the action taken
in Step Two; the user can choose
from a selection of languages and
application programs; report gen
erating programs are available;
there is an existing network; and
the data base is portable, because,
wherever an individual has his ter
minal, he can work with the data.
Naturally, time sharing has its
drawbacks, and Mr. Cohen out
lined these: not all time-sharing
networks are reliable; input and
output can be slow, for instance,
taking five hours to print out a
100 page report; the level of data
security is questionable; data stor
age costs are high; response time
can be less than optimal if the
vendor runs tight; each time a proSeptember-October, 1973

A typical client is someone who wants to install a computer because
he's heard over drinks at a convention that his competitor has one.

gram is run the user pays for
compile time, resulting in low
computational efficiency; COBOL
is not widely used; and costs can
get out of hand.
“Whenever you want to do num
ber crunching and iteration, time
sharing is a good candidate for the
job,” Mr. Cohen said. Some of the
tasks Touche Ross has used time
sharing for are: statistical sam
pling; statement regression analy
sis; imputed interest; estate plan
ning; income tax planning; quart
erly tax estimating; corporate tax;
executive compensation; calcula
tions of depreciation, rate of re
turn, and cash flow; forecasting
and modelling (financial and mar
keting); lease vs. buy decisions;
and specialized industry applica
tions.
Mr. Cohen cited an OctoberNovember, 1972, Datapro survey
which found that of 139 time-shar
ing users, about 78 per cent were
happy with the service they were
receiving and the other 22 per
cent were unhappy because they
either were not using time sharing
properly or not getting proper sup
port from their vendor.
In negotiating a contract with
a time sharing vendor, Mr.

Cohen recommended the following
items be clearly stated: minimum
charges; charges for additional
services; pricing structure; hours
of service availability; length of
commitment; termination provi
sions; and ownership of programs.
“Fuzzy contracts make for fuzzy
operations,” Mr. Cohen cautioned.
His sentiments were echoed by
Roy N. Freed, a lawyer with the
Boston firm of Peabody, Brown,
Rowley and Storey (see M/A JulyAugust, 1973, page 7), who asserted
that computer transactions are
“very different from the sale of a
carload of onions!” Mr. Freed em
phasized the importance of early
and careful contract negotiation
for most EDP applications leading
to contracts that ensure perform
ance and help to avoid or cover
many potential liability situations.
“Who are involved in liability
situations? Obviously, suppliers
and users are. But in addition, con
sultants to users can be involved
in different ways,” the attorney de
clared. “I received a call just the
other day from an excited lawyer
down in Miami, whose client com
pany is suffering badly in a com
puter installation at the hands of
one of the five remaining dwarfs
43

and the client is looking for blood.
It’s looking for the blood not only
of the supplier, but also of the
consultant, someone from your
own profession, who made a favor
able recommendation in that pro
curement,” he told the CPAs.
In another case Mr. Freed is in
volved in, a CPA consultant is
suing a major supplier for damages
he incurred himself, as a profes
sional, because of incorrect supplier
representations on which he re
lied in making favorable recom
mendations to his own client.
That consultant is suffering eco
nomic loss because of the supplier’s
performance failures.
The attorney also pointed out
that there are many potential lia
bility situations between computer
users and third persons, those per
sons including their customers,
their employees, visitors on their
premises, neighbors off their prem
ises, hospital patients, and others.
He warned that increasingly in
those situations legal claims will
be made against software program
suppliers because of their particu
lar legal attractiveness or vulner
ability. They can be expected
especially in failures of factory
process control, medical therapy,
and transportation control applica
tions. The CPAs were warned not
to focus their attention only on
MIS and other business uses of
computers.
He reminded the CPAs of the
more classical liability situations,
such as when the supplier is late
and the customer suffers badly be
cause of other associated relation
ships, such as the obligation to pay
for communications lines he is not
able to utilize. Another is when the
supplier delivers a system that is
inferior to the one bargained for.
Normally, in those cases atten
tion is focused on liability on the
basis of breach of contract, i.e., to
what extent was performance less
than what the parties bargained
for?
Mr. Freed reminded the group
that liability in those transactions
also can be based on negligence,
which includes professional liabil
44

ity, and on intended harm, such as
fraud. With those types of legal
claims, liability limitations in con
tracts tend to be ineffectual.
“Increasingly, the courts are im
posing liability on people without
regard to legal fault or cause,” he
stated, “especially in product lia
bility cases.” For example, courts
have viewed automobiles as “dan
gerous instrumentalities” and have
held their manufacturers liable
even for deficiencies that could
not have been avoided.
“As time goes on, I think that
we’re going to find, along the same
lines, that computer systems, espe
cially in factory process control
and hospital therapy installations,
are deemed to be ‘dangerous in
strumentalities,’ in which case the
supplier of the element causing the
harm, whether hardware or soft
ware programs, is liable without
regard to whether the harm could
have been avoided or not,” he
said.
Mr. Freed warned that, when
cases involving EDP issues are
taken to court, strange things can
happen. “Judges as a group prob
ably have the lowest level of un
derstanding of the technology that
can possibly be conceived of.
Therefore, we have a special chal
lenge in communicating the na
ture of the technology to them
either directly in litigation or in
directly in drafting agreements
that might be brought to court.”
He recalled a case in which the
judge undertook to clarify the con
fusing EDP terms used in the trial
and promptly, himself, used the
word “teleprompter” instead of
“teletypewriter” to refer to the in
put terminals.
Along these lines, users have im
portant opportunities to save
money, particularly on sales and
use and other taxes, by coming up
with well drafted agreements that
structure the transactions skillfully.
Sloppiness up to now, that appears
to involve merely poor communi
cation, actually casts the transac
tions in the wrong legal light and
frequently exposes users to unnec
essary tax liabilities. Users should

make up for the defaults of sup
pliers, Mr. Freed declared, by so
phisticated drafting of formal
agreements.
As computer users become more
sophisticated, as they are becom
ing in the new marketplace, and
the courts are cognizant of that
fact, users will have less ability to
act before courts as poor innocent
victims of the all-knowing sup
pliers, the attorney said. That
makes it more important than ever
that the full nature of the appli
cations the user is contracting for
—what he expects to get—should
be negotiated thoroughly and re
duced to a written document. To
do this properly takes a lot more
time and money than most people
have been allotting to procurement
transactions, Mr. Freed observed.
But he insisted that the results nor
mally justify the expenditures.
Attendance still disappointing

A lot more people is what Arnold
Schneidman, chairman of the com
mittee on computers and informa
tion systems, was calling for in
one of the conference’s concluding
talks. He was disappointed that
only about 210 people attended
the Ninth Annual AICPA Confer
ence on Computers and Informa
tion Systems and hoped more
would attend next year’s confer
ence at the Marriott Motor Hotel
in Chicago, May 6-8.
Mr.
Schneidman calculated,
“Ninety-two thousand members of
the Institute; about 12,000 mem
bers of the National Society for
Public Accountants; almost 16,000
firms; New York City with 1,000
firms; and we have 210. Surely
we can do better than that!”
He quoted the late Howard
Aiken, the Harvard professor who
in 1944 designed the automatic se
quence controlled calculator, the
Mark I. “The computing machine
might be the accountant’s best
friend,” Dr. Aiken once said.
Mr. Schneidman commented,
“The trouble is many accountants
have not bothered to find out
they’ve got a friend.”
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